The study of International Relations in China has dramatically increased over the past 30 years. Scholars have now developed a Chinese School(s) of International Relations theory, or at least, International Relations theory with 'Chinese characteristics'. This recent Chinese move is neither new nor the first attempt, but located within larger efforts to move away from Anglo-Saxon dominance within the International Relations discipline by localizing International Relations theory. From this standpoint, although there seem to be more problems than promises in recent Chinese attempts, we still cannot ignore the great potential of this initiative, first because the pace of change is so fast, second because the number of scholars working on the topic is ever increasing, and last, because the rise of China brings more frequent interactions between Chinese and Western International Relations scholars. All these factors provide extremely fertile ground for any lucky, timely seed of Chinese International Relations theory to germinate, flourish, and proliferate.
growth in faculty and students; the increasing number of journals and book publications; the enhanced quality of researchers; and the growing interaction with government policy makers. 1 Although IR does not simply reflect the policy preferences of the state, we have known for several decades that the choices and preferences of foreign policy elites both shape and are shaped by dominant academic ideas. The circumstances under which the discipline took off in the United States coincided with 'the rise of the United States to world power' status. 2 The same trend is apparent in China. Since 2007, dominant research themes associated with liberal IR theory, such as soft power, peaceful change, and multilateralism, have become popular in China. 3 This liberal turn reflects Chinese foreign policy concerns, as the country seeks to project the identity of a responsible great power embarking on a peaceful rise to world power status. The relationship between the rise of China and the rise of IR in China cannot be assumed to be one wherein they either converge or are entirely independent of one another. The rise of China and rise of Chinese IR are indeed closely linked, but so far too much attention has been paid to the former, and very little to the latter. In this article, I focus on the remarkable growth of IR in China and ask the following question: Is there a distinctive character to Chinese IR, to the extent that talk about Chinese approaches to IR is meaningful? The question of the possibility and desirability of a Chinese IR community and its theoretical construct is now important. This change began in China more than 15 years ago, through scholars like Ren Xiao and Mei Ran. But the same discourse has now been internationalized as, due to the rise of China, the global IR community is paying more attention to this issue. The rise and significance of Chinese IR itself may not be new, but there are two aspects that distinguish this article from previous discussions on this topic. First, this article provides a novel perspective on Chinese IR, because it explores the development of a Chinese approach to IR within the comparative and larger context of global IR development. Second, by using research methods that include comparative disciplinary history, a systematic reading of documentary sources, and fieldwork and interviews with scholars, I provide a critical evaluation of current Chinese development in this field by pinpointing the obstacles and limitations that Chinese IR scholars must overcome in the near future.
This article comprises four sections. First, I examine what factors lead to building a distinctive disciplinary identity by comparing recent Chinese developments with other national approaches to or schools of IR. I explore whether it is even possible or meaningful to consider IR theory with national characteristics. Second, I explain why asking this question is important and timely for the study of IR in general. In this section, I review previous theoretical frameworks used to explore the relationship between the external world and internal academic disciplinary development, such as those introduced by Halliday and Schmidt.
Third, I explore whether there is any consensus among Chinese scholars on what constitutes Chinese theories, and what kinds of research projects represent a Chinese school, based on my fieldwork in Beijing in 2013, in Shanghai in 2013, and in Hong Kong in 2012 and 2015, interviews with scholars, and literature reviews. Fourth, I ask whether these Chinese attempts constitute a viable path for creating an independent Chinese IR theory through an assessment of current theoretical innovations.
Is IR Theory with National Characteristics Even Possible?
Is IR theory with national characteristics even possible? Porter asked the same question 15 years ago, and concluded that it is 'only minimally useful to speak about national perspectives on international relations'. 5 To revisit this question, a working definition of IR theory is needed. Acharya and Buzan provide an inclusive definition of IR theory that holds that it must meet at least one of the following conditions: First, that others in the IR academic community substantially acknowledged it as theory; second, that it is self identified by its creators as IR theory, even if this is not widely acknowledged within the mainstream academic community; and third, that regardless of what acknowledgement it receives, the theory's construction identifies it as a systematic attempt to abstract or generalize about IR subject matter. 6 Based on this understanding of IR theory, I use a method of comparative disciplinary history to contextualize recent Chinese development within the broader history of IR discipline, and to compare Chinese academic efforts with other national approaches. Disciplinary history consists in both scholarship on the history of the field and the methodological principles involved in such research and writing. It is about 'reconstructing the discursive history of the field in both its global and indigenous dimensions'.
7
IR theory with national characteristics highlights three sensitive issues in IR discipline. First, this matter brings to mind the divide in IR discipline between IR theories and foreignpolicy analysis. The conventional wisdom in IR is that IR theory is and should be different from the foreign policy analyses of individual countries, which allow more room for national differences and perspectives. 8 In foreign policy analysis, incorporating national characteristics is taken for granted, while in IR theory, we do not expect country characteristics to be forefront. Second, it also relates to the scope of IR theory: i.e. whether IR theory needs to be universal in its scope or whether it could be particularistic. In the former case, the theory is applied to the whole system; in the latter, it can be applied to a subsystem, such as a European or East Asian system. Scholars generally believe that there is an impulse toward universal theory, but that there is also room for studying a subsystem. 9 For Chinese scholars, the current focus is on the international relations of East Asia, but for some there is a strong aspiration to apply this distinct East Asian experience beyond East Asia. Finally and most importantly, the question of IR theory with national characteristics addresses the core question of the discipline, i.e. ethnocentrism. IR scholars have argued that regional diversity is desirable in theory production. 10 Acharya further claimed that the critical flaw of the discipline lies in its 'ethnocentrism'. 11 IR as a discipline has strong Anglo-Saxon origins, due to the founding in 1919, immediately after World War I, of the world's first Chair for the study of international politics at the Department of International Politics at the University College of Wales, Aberystwyth. 12 It is widely believed that E. H.
Carr and Hans J. Morgenthau laid the foundation for the current IR discipline. 13 Between 1950s and early 1970s, during which occurred the behavioural revolution in social science, the discipline went through the first debate between traditionalists, who emphasized an historical and interpretive approach, and behaviouralists, who advocated methods inspired by the natural sciences. The divide between traditionalist and behaviouralists was constructed roughly along the Atlantic Ocean, with Hedley Bull and Morton Kaplan at the center of the debate. Through this debate, twin concepts emerged, the first that of 'IR as an American social science', the second that of the English School. Hoffman's insight has been reconfirmed by later scholars that revisited the theme of 'American social science'.
14 For example, Schmidt, after surveying the IR discipline, reconfirmed 'the overwhelming and continuing dominance of the American IR scholarly community' in the field. 15 More recently, Tickner and Waever found that the American IR is 'simultaneously a single local instance of the field and an integral component of everyone else's universe'. 16 The development of IR discipline in the United States was a little different from the later development of national schools, or IR with national characteristics. Since the post-World War II development of IR as a discipline was mainly conducted by scholars in American institutions, there was no explicit label for any so-called 'American school of IR' or 'IR with American characteristics'. Certainly, there were in the United States somewhat distinct and common positivism-oriented methods, rationalist approaches, and research styles, 17 but a variety of theories, especially across and within Realism and Liberalism, coexisted within 'American social science'. However, this is not a US-specific phenomenon, since the early development of IR in the UK reflected the problems Great Britain faced in its foreign relations. 18 These efforts in the UK later formed the 'English School', which is 'a group of scholars located mainly in the UK who have a common ontological disposition and are critical of the kind of scientific methods advanced by positivists'. 19 Interestingly, these two concepts are at the center of the From this observation I arrive at three conclusions. First, the discourse about IR theory with national characteristics, whether or not it is useful, exists and is often powerful, since the theme is catchy and intuitive, as proven in cases of 'IR as an American social science' and the 'English School'. Second, serious empirical study of the phenomenon is not easy because it involves deep self-reflection and examination, which is always difficult. In addition, self-reflection from diverse perspectives is even more arduous since there is a tendency to understand the history of IR 'as if a complete consensus existed on the essential dimensions of the field's evolution'. 28 Third, the recent Chinese move is neither new nor the first attempt in this respect, and is located within the larger effort to move away from the Anglo-Saxon impact and create indigenous and local, or simply non-Western IR theory.
Why Chinese IR Theory?
Why are recent Chinese efforts worth examination? I find three reasons why Chinese moves to build Chinese IR theory are significant and timely. First, recent developments in Chinese IR theory are closely linked to changes in the real world due to the rise of China. Second, the use and potential misuse of history and tradition in Chinese IR will contribute to our understanding of the relationship between IR theory and history. Finally, Chinese IR is not only linked to the rise of China but also connected to the decline of the West, and a growing self-reflection within the IR discipline. In other words, the Chinese School(s) is situated within growing dissatisfaction and self-reflection in the IR discipline. All three of these aspects highlight an important nexus between the real world and the discipline, or the power-knowledge nexus. The first point is mainly about the relations between the external world and academic discipline; the last, about the tension within academic disciplines between different communities. The second point situates in the middle, where the past reality affects the discipline through interaction with the external world and the internal world of academic discipline. Therefore, it is necessary to examine existing theoretical frameworks that have considered the connection between external political power events and developments of internal theory. This has been a critical issue that many scholars have explored, 29 33 The recent Chinese move is important in at least two of the concentric circles Halliday identified: Debates that are largely internal to an academic network, and debates/ideas/metaphors that shape policy choices. 34 Schmidt provides a more cautious view in terms of the linkage between the external world and internal academic disciplinary development. 35 Internal disciplinary development in IR has often been described as a result of changes in and challenges from the external world, which he refers to as a 'contextual explanation'. 36 He further examines 'the issue of what the actual connection between external context and internal conceptual change could be'. 37 This is because there is an important 'temporal lag between an external event and the field's reaction to the event', and academic responses to outside events are 'multifarious'. 38 Most significant is how the context of external events is 'perceived by scholars'. 39 It is the discourse of IR that has 'continuously constructed its own image of international politics'. 40 Kristensen and
Nielsen provide a similar view and argue that the external world can influence the discipline 'by imposing or dissolving an overlay, or by providing material resources or organizational platforms that favour certain intellectual factions or generations over others'.
41
The Rise of China and the Rise of Chinese IR Cox stated, 'Theory is always for someone and for some purpose.' Chinese IR theory, if it becomes effective, will hence be there for someone and for some purpose. 42 Hoffmann saw that the IR discipline is 'too close to the fire' and needs to distance itself from the are trying to achieve. IR theory is a human invention that will become more and more opaque as time elapses. It is essential and timely, therefore, to investigate recent efforts in this regard while they are in their infancy, rather than wait for a decade or two to discover any hidden agenda or political projects. The relationship between theory and reality is complex. Achieving a clear understanding of one helps us gain a better perspective of the other. Scholars who have closely studied IR discipline in China agree that there is a close link between the country's academia and its policy circles. 46 The discipline-policy nexus could become even closer as Chinese scholars become more aware and convinced of their emerging and unstoppable status as denizens of a world power. 47 As China rapidly moves to the center stage of world politics, the question of China's international purpose and foreign policy becomes more important than ever. 48 What is China's international mission, and how might it realize its agenda? Does it have a blueprint for action? At the unofficial level, however, China's intellectual elites have been advancing a diverse set of arguments about China's future international role. 49 Because the intellectual power of these emerging views will, to varying degrees, influence policy choices in the future, it is essential to pay serious attention to the lively intellectual debates taking place inside China. How to develop Chinese IR theories is one such debate. In China, as with all countries, theory is never purely academic. It always has the prominent purpose of a guiding policy. The shape of Chinese IR theories will hence provide an important clue to the direction of Chinese foreign policy.
History, IR, and the Case of Chinese IR Theory also serve as the basis for developing non-Western IR theory. 51 The Chinese case is no exception. Most Chinese efforts to create their own IR theory start from historical experience. Since many Chinese scholars base their theory on ancient or modern Chinese history, this will shed a light on how we deal with history in creating IR theories. For example, Yan Xuetong heads a team of scholars at Tsinghua University which seek, discover and utilize the potential of ancient Chinese thought and history for constructing IR theory and deriving policy lessons. 52 Hui recently explored the potential influence on IR of studying Chinese historyespecially, history that has been disentangled from 'thought'-so possibly correcting the discipline's ethnocentric tendency.
53
The relationship between history and theory has long been a core questions in IR. 54 The tension between history and theory is ever present in IR theory, and the debate is ongoing.
55
One of the key criticisms of using history or historical thinkers is that it constitutes presentism, which is 'a tendency to write the history of the field in terms of its participation in an ancient or classic tradition of thought that often serves to confer legitimacy on a contemporary research program'. 56 The critical problem of presentism is that history could be distorted to fit the theoretical assumptions or claims the author makes. 57 Abundant historical resources in China could thus be used to construct new theories or modify existing ones. A closer examination of the use-and possible misuse-of history in the Chinese IR theory will provide an important case through which to explore one of IR's perennial problems, i.e. the role of history in IR theory.
The Search for Alternatives to Mainstream IR
The annual meeting of the International Studies Association (ISA) in 2012 included three consecutive special panels on the theme 'The End of International Relations Theory?' sponsored by the European Journal of International Relations. It was the lack of inter-paradigm debates and grand theory in IR that inspired the conveners of this special panel. Two years later, similarly themed panels were organized that contemplated the status of IR theory, and the future of IR. In 2014, Stephen Walt echoed the argument he raised with John Mearsheimer in the 2012 panel, in which he criticized North American IR for being dominated by simplistic hypothesis testing, whose focus is usually either on unimportant questions or important questions with obvious answers. 58 The very fact that prominent scholars have started to The Chinese Journal of International Politics, 2016, Vol. 9, No. 1problematize through these themes the current state of IR theory signifies that there is concern about the role of theory in mainstream IR, and that serious reflection has begun. This is a significant move, since understanding its own history has not always been a popular topic in mainstream IR. 59 There is a similar trend in the United States, a notable example that of Peter Katzenstein's trilogy of civilizations in IR, which devotes a whole volume to Chinese civilization. 60 This self-reflection has been further advanced in the United
States with legislation to restrict National Science Foundation funding for political science research projects. These contexts provide important backgrounds for Chinese IR theory. If self-reflection has begun, the next step is the search for alternatives, wherein Chinese IR theory could be considered as one candidate, regardless of whether or not Chinese scholars desire this result. At this point, Chinese scholars do not claim that their theoretical innovations are alternatives to mainstream IR theory, but that they more or less supplement it. However, grand theories tend to have universalistic ambitions, and with the rise of China, it is possible that these theories will claim to be powerful alternatives. In this case, an interesting question is that of whether the next great debate in IR could be formed along the lines of country or civilization. Developments in Chinese IR discipline were heavily influenced by those in the West. In the 1980s and 1990s, scholars focused on strategic studies and foreign policy analysis, with particular emphasis on realist IR theories. Realism is still dominant among many leading Chinese scholars, but liberal IR theories also wield growing influence. For example, Wang Jisi found that, among articles published in 10 leading IR journals in China on nine key issues, those on the four themes of international organization, international regimes, human rights, and globalization/global governance directly related to non-traditional IR topics. 67 The other five topics were IR theory, great power relations, security, area studies, and international political economy. Shambaugh also noticed greater emphasis on topics associated with Western liberal IR theory, such as globalization, global governance, international cooperation, interdependence, transnationalism, multilateralism, and international organizations. 68 Similarly, interest in constructivist IR theory has also expanded in China. For example, according to Qin, three non-traditional IR themes-multilateralism and international institutions, international society, and non-state actors and global governance-have received consistent and growing attention in China. 69 In addition, themes such as identity, psychology, peace research, democratic peace, feminism, non-traditional security, global governance, and interdependence were among the terms that most frequently featured in Chinese academic journals. 70 All these new trends in Chinese IR show that there is growing diversity in Chinese IR with regard to IR theories. Moreover, a dialogue between Chinese scholars and Western scholars is ever expanding through the academic journals and books that Chinese scholars published. 71 However, at the same time there has, since the very beginning of disciplinary development, been a consistent call to create IR theories that are uniquely Chinese. Noesselt finds deeper historical roots, and claims that imagining the new world order from 'a Chinese culture-based perspective' is not a new phenomenon, but one that existed in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, as in the case of Kang Youwei's Datongshu. 72 Peng also finds that the IR discipline and various efforts to indigenize it-mostly in the form of area studies of Europe and of international law-existed even in pre-1949 Chinese IR, and had lasting impact on the IR revival. 73 However, full-blown attempts came much later. It was Huan Xiang, foreign policy advisor to Zhou Enlai, who first openly proposed at the first IR conference in Shanghai the construction of IR theory with Chinese characteristics which directly linked to Deng Xiaoping's 'socialism with Chinese characteristics'. 74 Similarly, Qiu
Chinese School(s) of IR
Yuanping, vice director of the Foreign Office of the Chinese Communist Party Central Committee, stated: 'it is unacceptable that China does not have its own theory' of IR. Immediately after Huan Xiang raised his proposition at the first IR conference in Shanghai, Liang Shoude, head of the Department of International Politics at Peking University, provided the first-cut definition of IR theory with Chinese characteristics. It held, first and foremost, that national interests are the kernel of all considerations. 75 Liang moreover insisted that such theory should, in addition to being based on China's vision of socialism, also serve China's national interests. The second main point was that the concept of the means of production should be imported into the study of international politics, 76 and in other places Liang argued economic factors should be given first consideration. 77 Third, the theory should promote development through reform, safeguard world peace, correctly handle the relationship between stability and progress, and establish a just and reasonable new international order. Later scholars expressed similar views on the need to develop Chinese IR theories. For example, Qin argues that it is 'possible and even inevitable' that a Chinese School of IR theory will emerge, reflecting the past 30 years of developments in IR. 78 There are three converging understandings of a Chinese School(s) of IR or IR theory with Chinese characteristics. The first is that the raw material of a Chinese School(s) should be something uniquely Chinese. There is a strong consensus among scholars that a Chinese School(s) of IR consists in a theoretical construct(s) of global politics that uses something uniquely Chinese, such as Chinese history, tradition, political thoughts, culture, literature, problems, or puzzles. (Qin, 2012) It is common for Chinese scholars to reassess Chinese history and Chinese political thought in their attempts to pinpoint the relevance of these traditions to the study of IR. 79 For example, Yan argues that Chinese IR scholars must look to their traditional culture and thought since 'the hope for Chinese IR theoretical study lies in rediscovering Chinese thought'.
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Second, scholars agree that current developments and future prospects for a Chinese School(s) have been heavily influenced and will be affected by the real world change in global politics, especially with the rise of China. The rise of China provides fertile ground for the rise of a Chinese School(s); scholars indeed commonly agree that the rise of China and the rise of a Chinese School(s) of IR are intrinsically linked. Zhang, for one, provides three reasons why the rise of China and the rise of Chinese IR are closely interlinked. 81 First, as
China further develops, Chinese scholars are more likely to become aware of the deficiencies of existing IR theories in explaining global politics in general and China's behavior in world politics. Second, the new reality provides Chinese scholars with new questions and puzzles under a new global environment. Third, the rise of China will inevitably raise the question of legitimacy in a changing global order, especially that relating to China as a newly rising power which replaces, or at least complements, the global order as defined by the United States and Western Europe since the end of World War II. In a way this is not particularly a case for Chinese experience. The new global reality has led to developments of new theories, as seen in neorealism, integration theories, and neoliberal institutionalism. Third, scholars agree that the development of a Chinese School(s) parallels the everincreasing influence of mainstream IR. A Chinese School(s), from its very origin, has had to interact with mainstream IR, and this relationship is what motivates scholars to create a Chinese School(s). Scholars believe that there is a role a Chinese School(s) should play in relation to the IR discipline. Certainly, expectations of what a Chinese School(s) would or could do vary. Even at the top end of the scale, few scholars believe that a Chinese School(s) aims to replace existing theories or systems. For example, Xu and Sun claim that the current goal of the Tsinghua approach is 'to borrow from the classics in order to enrich understandings of contemporary phenomena, or in other words, to innovate by applying classical thinking to develop, supplement, or even replace current theories'. 82 Most scholars, however, do not go this far. But they have in common the expectation that a Chinese School(s), at minimum, should complement and enrich mainstream IR. But most scholars expect more than the minimum. In sum, challenging and providing alternatives, thus complementing and enriching, but not replacing, existing theories is the shared understanding of such contributors. In addition, scholars generally agree that there are at least three schools so far whose projects and theoretical constructs are distinct; they are those of Zhao Tingyang, Yan Xuetong, and Qin Yaqing. Certainly, there are scholars other than these three who are making important contributions, such as the balance of relationships theory of Shih Chihyu and Huan Chiung-Chiu, the gongsheng (symbiosis) theory by Shanghai-based scholars like Hu Shoujun and Jin Yingzhong, and individual works by Tang Shiping. These scholars make theoretical innovations based on Chinese history, tradition, culture, and experience. Moreover, the three research traditions do not always embody coherent projects. For example, the Tsinghua approach led by Yan Xuetong is not a single, unified effort but rather at least two approaches, one focusing on history, the other on theory.
83 Based on the English School experience, Wang and Buzan also expect it 'highly unlikely that a single monolithic "Chinese School" will come to dominate IR thinking'. 84 However, the three scholars and their research projects are distinct and certainly worth exploration. The first, Zhao Tingyang, is a philosopher who gained fame for his 2005 book, The Tianxia System. Tianxia or 'all under heaven' also refers to a tributary or suzerain system, known as an ordering principle of traditional East Asian international relations before the arrival of the Western nation-state system. 85 Tianxia is widely understood to mean a unified world dominated by the middle kingdom, whose neighbors and those beyond look to it for guidance and pay tributes to it. The system is often described as several concentric circles, comprising the emperor at the center, the inner subjects, outer subjects, tributary states, and barbarians. While intellectual curiosity and ambition have indeed been initial drivers of his tianxia theory, another important motivation is to 'rethink China', thus also to rethink the world and develop Chinese views and theories of world politics. There is a strong desire to provide an indigenous Chinese perspective on international relations, and to prepare China intellectually for a greater, more constructive and distinctive role in world affairs. Zhao proposes the potential revival of the tianxia system as an alternative to the existing modern state system. The second, Yan Xuetong, believes that Chinese IR scholars must look to their native traditional culture and thoughts. 86 Yan's work involves re-reading thinkers of the Spring and Autumn and Warring States period, particularly Xunzi. Yan demonstrates another distinctive approach within IR and a particular type of Chinese consciousness. Yan leads a group of researchers and students at Tsinghua University collectively referred to as the 'Tsinghua approach'. 87 Yan has also been at the forefront of mustering methodological rigor and emphasizing intellectual exchange with international scholarship, evident in the creation of the Chinese Journal of International Politics. Yan argues that all IR theories are universal and have no national characteristics; thus the goal of building a Chinese IR theory is not achievable. 88 Nevertheless, it is the label, 'Chinese School', or 'IR with Chinese characteristics' to which Yan stands in opposition. Yan's project aims at creating a universal theory based on China's historical experience, culture, and philosophy. 89 What Yan is assuming is that if theorizing by Chinese scholars is to be successful, the label 'Chinese School' or 'Chinese characteristics', is not necessary, since the theory developed will become a universally valid theory, not a Chinese theory. For this reason, I find his project the most ambitious, even more so than Zhao's bold proposal to revive the ancient tianxia hierarchical system. Third is Qin Yaqing, the pioneer who introduced the notion of the 'Chinese school' to Chinese IR scholarship. Qin, in contrast to Yan, strongly believes that IR theory differs from natural science, in that the former entails cultural meaning, context, and understanding. Qin sees that the time is ripe for development of a Chinese IR theory, and further argues that it is 'possible and even inevitable' that a Chinese School will emerge. 90 Qin critically engages with Yan's approach, arguing that although Yan brings traditional Chinese thinkers and historical experience back into IR theory, his strong belief in rationality as a core assumption of IR theory is basically Western, and thus problematic for the creation of a genuinely Chinese IR theory. Instead, Qin adopts an interactive approach that links Western IR theories with Chinese cultural thinking. 91 Qin introduced 'relationality', a concept deeply rooted in Chinese tradition and culture, as a key concept for his theory. At this point, however, Qin's theory is defined by what his theory is not compared to the theories of Yan and Zhao, rather than by what his theory is. For example, Qin sees the two other approaches as incomplete, since Zhao's tianxia approach uses traditional Chinese concepts for understanding of the problems we face today, and Yan's Tsinghua approach, although re-introducing traditional philosophy, history, and culture to IR theory, understands world affairs and Chinese international behaviour through imported Western concepts. 92 Qin further developed his idea in his recent book titled, Relationality and Process: Cultural Construction in Chinese International Relations Theory) by Shanghai People's Press.
Challenges and Prospects
Chinese efforts to create a Chinese School(s) help us to move away from mainstream IR theory. In addition, introducing Chinese history, tradition, and thinkers has the potential to enrich IR theory. It could indeed develop theoretically critical and innovative concepts, such as benign leadership or moral leadership, as Yan holds. Acharya and Buzan predict that a few benefits will ensue from non-Western IR theories, since such theories 'capture distinctive Asian patterns and experiences' and compare non-Western experience with more general patterns in IR. 93 All these projects and theoretical innovations, however, have certain limitations at this stage. In order for a Chinese School(s) to be further developed and flourish, these limitations must be overcome in the long term. I find five obstacles a 307.
The Chinese Journal of International Politics, 2016, Vol. 9, No. 1Chinese School(s) must overcome. They are: (i) exceptionalism; (ii) dualism; (iii) the romanticization of Chinese tradition, culture, history and thought; (iv) conceit beyond a self-consciousness of being great power; and (v) explicit and straightforward promotion of national interest. First, in his plea for global IR, Acharya, as president of the ISA, argues that one of the most important aspects of global IR as an aspiration is that it eschew 'cultural exceptionalism and parochialism'. 94 Exceptionalism is 'the tendency to present the characteristics of one's own group (society, state, or civilization) as homogenous, unique, and superior to those of others'. 95 An example Acharya uses to demonstrate exceptionalism is that of such concepts as 'Asian values', 'Asian human rights', or 'Asian democracy'. A possible candidate for the future case, unfortunately, is a tendency to use 'the Chinese tributary system as the basis of a new Chinese School of IR'. 96 Chinese exceptionalism appears in scholarly emphasis on the peaceful rise of China. Scholars assume, mostly based on China's practice so far, that China will be different from any other great power in its behavior or disposition. For example, Yan explains that dominant states influence the evolution of international norms through three means. They are: 'a process of demonstration -imitation; a process of supporting -strengthening; and a process of punishment -maintenance'. 97 The emphasis here is on the first two options, where demonstration and supporting are prioritized over punishment. The underlying assumption reveals the wishful thinking that, unlike the United States, a process of demonstration will make other countries follow China's norms and values. However, whether China will act differently is an open research question, and not something that can be presupposed and believed in. The second obstacle is dualism, i.e. a dichotomous understanding of the West and China. Dualism is most apparent in the case of Zhao's explanation of the tianxia system. Zhao proposes the potential revival of the tianxia system as an alternative to the existing modern state system. 98 Here, the tianxia order is compared with the Westphalia order which, according to him, is an anarchic, zero-sum, military-dominated, amoral system. 99 Hence, all that is good and desirable-order, legitimacy, voluntary submission-are clustered within the Chinese traditional system, and what is bad and undesirable-anarchy, disorder, war-are inherent in the Westphalia system. Based on this dualism, the tianxia order is understood as 'a hierarchical but stable alternative', since the system is run by moral, cultural, and political power, and participation is voluntary. 100 This understanding is a clear example of dualist thinking, which is heavily dependent upon Chinese exceptionalism. In some cases, scholars constructing a Chinese School(s) using a theoretical construct of mainstream theory do not start from previously accumulated IR knowledge. In other words, Chinese scholars that use the mainstream vocabulary need to be fully aware of the knowledge accumulated and embedded in these concepts. However, this has not always been the case, and is pointed out as one of difficulties of communicating with a Chinese School(s). For example, Hui's criticism of Yan's use of 'norm' is a clear example. 101 Use of the term outside the context of previously accumulated knowledge makes continuing the debate or conversation close to impossible. Cunningham-Cross and Callahan made a similar criticism of the Tsinghua approach, arguing that Yan's definition of 'politics' was difficult to understand.
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The third obstacle, a related pitfall of the previous two obstacles, is romanticization of things that are uniquely Chinese, such as Chinese tradition, culture, history, and thought. 103 This obstacle, of course, is not unique to Chinese scholars; we all tend to misperceive our native history and tradition as well as to romanticize our native culture and experience. However, this is a serious problem for Chinese scholars, since the version of history that scholars romanticize is similar to official Communist Party narratives and popular sentiments, and hence smacks of nationalism. As with many other Asian countries, due to modernization and revolutions China has been disconnected from its native classical intellectual resources and traditions, and now seeks to rediscover and reconnect with them. Most efforts to build Chinese IR theory are, therefore, about rediscovering and reconnecting to Chinese history, tradition, legacy, and culture. But the main question is, first: To what extent do these resources actually remain in China today, and second: How many scholars have the background knowledge and skills necessary to rediscover the past. Moreover, danger lies in recovering and resuscitating past concepts. One example is Zhao's tianxia system, which is problematic. Historically, various types and forms of the tianxia system existed, depending on China's military and economic strength. In addition, the hierarchy was neither stable nor steady, since the Emperor did not always have the intention or power to rule the region. The tianxia system, as Zhao understands it, is a social fact constructed in the late 19th century in the course of interaction with the Western system. Many characteristics of the tianxia system, such as moral and cultural leadership and voluntary submission, turn out, when viewed from the periphery, to be myths. Voluntariness and harmony are the results of structural power. It may appear harmonious from the center, but from outside looking in it was not harmonious at all. Benevolent and cultural leadership was not benevolent or cultural in the least, from the peripheral perspective. Yan's concept of morality, or wangdao, is another candidate for romanticization of historical concepts. 104 First, whether or not this moral and benevolent leadership was truly moral and benevolent is an open research question. Second, whether these historical concepts can be used to explain today's world is also an open question. The fourth point is related to exceptionalism, since exceptionalism justifies 'the dominance of the powerful states over the weak'. 105 For a great power there is a difference be-necessary component of all theory development. It is what motivated Yan and Qin to theorize differently from mainstream IR scholars. This self-conciousness is on the rise in China in almost all fields of humanities and social sciences. It can be observed not only in academia but also in real world politics. A few Chinese scholars assert that theories produced by scholars from big powers of international status provide a greater degree of intellectual and theoretical autonomy. These arguments are fallacious, and not helpful to the development of Chinese IR. Interesting theoretical concepts and frameworks, such as dependency, originated in and advanced from weak states, and many important international practices-international human rights, multilateralism, developmental norms-were either invented or promoted by weak states. 106 Second, even if these statements are true, expressing self-conceit does not further the advancement of a Chinese School(s). For example, Xu and Sun acknowledge that Yan's proposal of 'voluntary submission of small states to a China-led hierarchy' is not welcome in East Asia. 107 Cunningham-Cross and Callahan find that 'both the Western world as well as China's Asian neighbours will find it difficult to accept the hierarchical order appealed by Yan Xuetong, particularly when equality is the fundamental principle of the contemporary international society'. 108 Finally, the last challenge is that of explicit promotion of national interest, or the Communist Party's interest. 109 With regard to the rise of Chinese IR theory, many scholars have already raised the question of whether or not IR theory with Chinese characteristics, or a Chinese School(s), is a political project for China's political purposes. For Song, such 'ideological shackles' are a main problem in the development of Chinese IR, because 'it is impossible for Chinese scholars to publicly criticize the foreign policy of their government'. 110 Noesselt even states that the purpose of a Chinese School(s) is 'to fulfil two general functions-to safeguard China's national interests and to legitimize the one-party system'. 111 The The current situation is of even greater concern due to the political, institutional, and cultural constraints placed on academics in China. He argues that, due to a lack of academic freedom and democracy, 'official selection and endorsement is a much more important criterion than peer review in judging the quality of social science research'. 115 Similarly, Hui points out that political and institutional constraints lead to a brain drain, where 'China's most talented want to study abroad and, after graduation, prefer to work at obscure Western universities rather than elite Chinese universities'. 116 In order for a Chinese School(s) to be a truly global IR component, Chinese scholars have to move away from the national interest of China. A lesson could be found in the case of the English School, whose success, according to Wang and Buzan, is attributable to its eschewing of 'parochial concerns' and aim to build global theory. 117 
Conclusion
These obstacles and limitations are not new. 118 From the very beginning, there has been internal criticism of a Chinese School(s) of IR, such as that it would lack content, not advance the field, and have ideological implications. Certainly, difficulties still remain. Xu and Sun frankly admit that there are currently numerous problems in the Tsinghua approach, such as a slow pace of innovation, a need to integrate theory and history, and to develop the core concepts and distinct methodology. 119 However, many scholars are more optimistic and provide a positive answer as to the possibility and desirability of a Chinese School(s) of IR. Of course, an exploration of 'how exactly' Chinese scholars could overcome the limitations that I have pointed out, and whether or not it would be successful are important research topics. I consider these two questions, however, as something to be answered in another article, rather than this one. I see my contribution as exploring the development of Chinese IR within the global IR context and evaluating the current achievements and limitations, rather than suggesting ways to overcome these limitations in the future. The possibility of a Chinese School(s) is higher now than 15 years ago, and will likely be more so in the future. The development pace of creating a Chinese School(s) is rapid, and the number of scholars working on the topic ever increasing. The latter point is especially important, because it denotes growing self-consciousness as a distinct intellectual group. In the case of the success of the English School, its scholars gradually formulated the collective identity of a scholar whose problems and assumptions differ from those of American researchers. A similar trend is observed in China, where scholarly consciousness is ever increasing and research on a Chinese School(s) expanding. Ironically, both proponents and critics of a Chinese School(s) contribute to the creation of a Chinese School(s) category that is distinct from the mainstream IR.
In addition, in light of the rise of China, mainstream scholars pay particular attention to the research and theories of Chinese scholars, and there is frequent interaction between them. All these factors provide an extremely fertile ground for a Chinese School(s). It is not just the rise of China that affects the rise of Chinese IR, but also the development in a Chinese School(s) of Chinese IR, which could have impact on the rise of China. For example, Beckley claims, after comparing three sources of power-wealth, innovation, and conventional military capabilities-that the US edge will continue. 120 Although Beckley mainly examines innovations in science and technology, innovations in humanities and social science also hold much potential for transformation of the long term fundamental world order. 121 Thus, Beckley's comparison of China and the United States as regards innovation is completely based on the current existing order and system, but reimagining world politics could change the rules of the game themselves. The importance of IR theory can also be examined in English School literatures. Buzan and Little claim that, 'To understand the contemporary international society it is essential to develop and then to build on an analysis of previous international societies. ' 122 Of the many Chinese IR theories, one of the societies that scholars are trying to recover and rebuild is the East Asian international society, mainly because it is nowadays a key focus of analysis. The United States is 'pivoting to' the region, and China is expanding its influence over it. To understand how the relations between China and the United States will unfold in the future, we first have to understand how intellectuals read the past and try to reimagine the future through the past. Carlson similarly argues that Chinese foreign policy elites 'have started to give some serious consideration to what a Chinese-defined international order might look like'. 123 At the very core of these considerations lies consideration of Chinese IR, or IR with Chinese characteristics, which is a claim about 'the normative underpinning' of the 'reconstituted' international system. 124 Chinese IR, in a way, is part of a broader discussion of 'how China will be a world power'. 125 scholarship has been heavily affected by the mainstream IR. Korean IR scholars are concerned about creating and developing a Korean IR theory, or at least an IR theory with Korean problems and perspectives. As with many other non-Anglo-Saxon countries, the history of IR scholarship in South Korea is relatively short, and for the best part of it scholars have been busy importing mainstream IR theories and applying them to Korean or East Asian cases. However, awareness and dissatisfaction have increased, as mainstream IR theories do not easily fit the Korean or East Asian contexts. The first attempt to solve these problems entails modifying and revising the existing theories, but these efforts are not always satisfactory. A few scholars have tried to construct indigenous IR theory in order to gain a clear view of their national surroundings, and cope with the future. The attempt to create new IR theories has been accelerated by the real world changes in East Asia, manifest in the rise of China and renewed US attention to the region. East Asia has become not only the place where there are power clashes, but also where different ideas clashes. Scholars in South Korea believe that China, with the rise of its military and economic strength, will start-or have already started-to theorize international relations differently from Western mainstream IR scholars. This, they believe, will start from building a new perspective (or reviving a traditional perspective) of the international relations of East Asia, which traditionally has been China's home turf. This attempt could go hand-in-hand with creating new theoretical concepts and frames for a global order in international relations. The Chinese projects have already been started, but are still at an early stage. However, with the rise of China's substantial power, this process will be accelerated and come into full fruition in the near future.
Back to my own question: Is it a mirage or an effective alternative? Apparently, it is not a mirage, since it is not an optical illusion; it is actually happening. Is it an effective alternative? Currently, this seems less likely, and there seem to be more problems than promises. However, we cannot ignore the potential, for three reasons. First, because the speed of change is so fast and cannot be ignored. Second, the number of scholars working on the topic is ever expanding. And finally, the rise of China brings more frequent interactions between Chinese and Western scholars. All these factors provide extremely fertile ground for any 'lucky and timely seed of Chinese IR theory' to germinate, flourish, and proliferate.
